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Letter to Congressional Leaders on Deployment of United States Troops

to Somalia
March 1, 1995

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)

On February 27, 1995, at approximately 3:00
pm. es.t., 1,800 combat-equipped U.S. Armed
Forces personnel began deployment into
Mogadishu, Somalia, to assist in the withdrawal
of U.N. forces assigned to the United Nations
Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM II). The U.S.
forces were accompanied by approximately 500
Italian marines. A total of 14,000 multinational
personnel are participating in this operation. The
U.S. forces include the USS Essex Amphibious
Readiness Group, the USS Belleau Wood, the
Special Marine Air-to-Ground Task Force, and
Special Operations forces including four AC-
130 gunships.

The U.S. Armed Forces entered Somalia in
December 1992, pursuant to United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 794, with the mission
of establishing a secure environment for human-
itarian relief operations. Upon completion of this
mission in 1993, responsibility for maintaining
the environment created by the U.S.-led oper-
ation was transferred to UNOSOM II. Almost
all U.S. military forces were withdrawn from
Somalia on March 31, 1994, and the few re-
maining U.S. forces were subsequently with-
drawn on September 15, 1994.

The U.S. forces have returned to Somalia to
support the U.N. withdrawal as part of the U.S.
long-standing commitment to U.N. humanitarian
efforts in Somalia. The withdrawal operation is
a coalition effort consisting of forces from Italy,
the United Kingdom, France, Pakistan, Malaysia,
Bangladesh, and the United States. We do not
intend that U.S. Armed Forces deployed to So-
malia become involved in hostilities. Nonethe-
less, these forces are equipped and ready to

take such measures as may be needed to accom-
plish their mission and defend themselves, if
necessary; they also will have the support of
any additional U.S. Armed Forces necessary to
ensure their safety and the accomplishment of
their mission. It is my intention that this will
be an operation of short duration whose only
purpose is to assist in the withdrawal of
UNOSOM II forces.

Over the course of the U.N. operations in
Somalia, various items of U.S. equipment (heli-
copters, tanks, and armored personnel carriers)
were leased to the United Nations to support
operations in Somalia. It is our intention to assist
the United Nations in withdrawing this equip-
ment, to prevent its falling into the hands of
those who might use it to cause further harm
to the Somali people.

I have taken this action pursuant to my con-
stitutional authority to conduct U.S. foreign rela-
tions and as Commander in Chief and Chief
Executive.

I remain committed to ensuring that the Con-
gress is kept fully informed regarding significant
employments of the U.S. Armed Forces. Accord-
ingly, and consistent with the War Powers Reso-
lution, I am providing this report on the U.S.
military actions described above. I appreciate
your continued support as we complete this op-
eration.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

NoOTE: Identical letters were sent to Newt Ging-
rich, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Strom Thurmond, President pro tempore of
the Senate.

Remarks to the Nixon Center for Peace and Freedom Policy Conference

March 1, 1995

To Tricia and John Taylor and all the people
from the Nixon Center; our distinguished guests
from Germany and from Russia; of course, to

Henry Kissinger—I was thinking when he said
we both spoke with accents, judging from the
results of the last election, his native country
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is still claiming him more than mine is claiming
me. [Laughter] But I'm a big one for reconcili-
ation—[laughter]—and there’s plenty of time to
achieve it.

I am honored to be here tonight. Just a
month before he passed away, President Nixon
wrote me the last letter I received from him
about his last trip to Russia. I told some people
at the time that it was the best piece of foreign
policy writing I had received, which angered
my staff but happened to be the truth. [Laugh-
ter] And as with all of our correspondence and
conversations, I was struck by the rigor of his
analysis, the energy of his convictions, and the
wisdom of the practical suggestions that he
made to me.

But more than the specifics of the letter,
which basically argued for the imperative of the
United States continuing to support political and
economic reform in Russia, I was moved by
the letter’s larger message, a message that ran
throughout Richard Nixon’s entire public life
and all of his prolific writings. President Nixon
believed deeply that the United States simply
could not be strong at home unless we were
strong and prepared to lead abroad.

And that made a big impression on me. When
I was running for President in 1992, even
though there was this little sticker up on the
wall of my campaign headquarters that said, “It’s
the economy, stupid,” I always said in every
speech that we had to have two objectives. We
had to restore the American dream for all of
our people, but we also had to make sure that
we move into the next century still the strongest
nation in the world and the world’s greatest
force for peace and freedom and democracy.

Tonight I want to talk about the vital tradition
of American leadership and our responsibilities,
those which Henry Kissinger mentioned and
those which President Nixon recognized so well.
Our mission especially I want to discuss: to re-
duce the threat of nuclear weapons.

Today, if we are going to be strong at home
and lead abroad, we have to overcome what
we all recognize, I think, is a dangerous and
growing temptation here in our own land to
focus solely on the problems we face here in
America. I want to focus on the problems we
face here in America—I've tried to do it for
the last 2 years; I look forward to working with
this new Republican-led Congress in the next
2—but not solely. There is a struggle now going
on between those of us who want to carry on
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the tradition of American leadership and those
who would advocate a new form of American
isolationism, a struggle which cuts curiously
across both party and ideological lines. If we're
going to continue to improve the security and
prosperity of all our people, then the tradition
of American leadership must prevail.

We live in a moment of hope. We all know
that. The implosion of communism and the ex-
plosion of the global economy have brought new
freedoms to countries on every continent. Free
markets are on the rise. Democracy is ascend-
ant. The slogan says, “after victory.” Today more
than ever before, people across the globe do
have the opportunity to reach their God-given
potential. And because they do, Americans have
new opportunities to reach theirs as well.

At the same time, the post-cold-war world
has revealed a whole web of problems that defy
quick or painless solutions: aggression of rogue
states, transnational threats like overpopulation
and environmental degradation, terrible ethnic
conflicts, and economic dislocation. But at the
heart of all these complex challenges, I believe,
lies an age-old battle for power over human
lives, the battle between the forces of freedom
and tyranny, tolerance and repression, hope and
fear. The same idea that was under attack by
fascism and then by communism remains under
attack today in different ways all across the
world, the idea of the open society of free peo-
ple.

American leadership is necessary for the tide
of history to keep running our way and for our
children to have the future they deserve. Yet,
there are some who would choose escapism over
engagement. The new isolationists oppose our
efforts to expand free trade through GATT or
NAFTA, through APEC and the Summit of the
Americas. They reject our conviction that de-
mocracy must be nurtured with investment and
support, a conviction that we are acting on from
the former Soviet Union to South Africa. And
some of them, being hypocritical, say that we
must trumpet the rhetoric of American strength,
and then at the same time, they argue against
the resources we need to bring stability to the
Persian Gulf or to restore democracy to Haiti
or to control the spread of drugs and organized
crime around the world or even to meet our
most elemental obligations to the United Na-
tions and its peacekeeping work.

The new isolationists both on the left and
the right would radically revise the fundamentals
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of our foreign policy that have earned bipartisan
support since the end of World War II. They
would eliminate any meaningful role for the
United Nations, which has achieved, for all of
its problems, real progress around the world,
from the Middle East to Africa. They would
deny resources to our peacekeepers and even
to our troops and, instead, squander them on
Star Wars. And they would refuse aid to the
fledgling democracies and to all those fighting
poverty and environmental problems that can
literally destroy hopes for a more democratic,
more prosperous, more safe world.

The new isolationists are wrong. They would
have us face the future alone. Their approach
would weaken this country. And we must not
let the ripple of isolationism that has been gen-
erated build into a tidal wave. If we withdraw
from the world today, mark my words, we'll
have to contend with the consequences of our
neglect tomorrow and tomorrow and tomorrow.

This is a moment of decision for all of us
without regard to our party, our background,
or our accent. This is a moment of decision.
The extraordinary trend toward democracy and
free markets is not inevitable. And as we have
seen recently, it will not proceed easily in an
even, uninterrupted course. This is hard work.
And at the very time when more and more
countries than ever before are working to estab-
lish or shore up their own freedom in their
fragile democracies, they look to us for support.
At this time, the new isolationists must not be
allowed to pull America out of the game after
just a few hours of debate because there is
a modest price attached to our leadership.

We know now, as President Nixon recognized,
that there must also be limits to America’s in-
volvement in the world’s problems, limits im-
posed by clear-headed evaluation of our funda-
mental interests. We cannot be the world’s po-
licemen. We cannot become involved in every
problem we really care about. But the choices
we make must be rooted in the conviction that
America cannot walk away from its interests or
its responsibilities.

That's why, from our first day in office, this
administration has chosen to reach out, not re-
treat. From our efforts to open markets for
America, to support democracy around the
world, to reduce the threat posed by devastating
weapons and terrorists, to maintaining the most
effective fighting force in the world, we have

worked to seize the opportunities and meet the
obligations of this moment.

None of this could have happened without
a coalition of realists, people in both Houses
of Congress and, importantly, people from both
parties; people from coast to coast in our towns
and cities and communities who know that the
wealth and well-being of the United States de-
pends upon our leadership abroad. Even the
early leaders of our Republic, who went to great
pains to avoid involvement in great power con-
flicts, recognized not only the potential benefits
but the absolute necessity of engaging with the
world.

Before Abraham Lincoln was elected Presi-
dent, our farmers were selling their crops over-
seas, we had dispatched the trade mission all
the way to Japan trying to open new markets—
some problems don’t go away—(laughter]—and
our Navy had already sailed every ocean. By
the dawn of this century, our growing political
and economic power already imposed a special
duty on America to lead, a duty that was crys-
tallized in our involvement in World War I.
But after that war, we and the other great pow-
ers abandoned our responsibilities, and the
forces of tyranny and hatred filled the vacuum,
as is well-known.

After the Second World War, our wise leaders
did not repeat that mistake. With the dawn of
the nuclear age and the cold war, and with
the economies of Europe and Japan in sham-
bles, President Truman persuaded an uncertain
and weary nation, yearning to shift its energies
from the frontlines to the homefront, to lead
the world again.

A remarkable generation of Americans created
and sustained alliances and institutions, the Mar-
shall Plan, NATO, the United Nations, the
World Bank, the IMF, the things that brought
half a century of security and prosperity to
America, to Europe, to Japan, and to other
countries all around the world. Those efforts
and the special resolve and military strength of
our own Nation held tyranny in check until the
power of democracy, the failures of communism,
and the heroic determination of people to be
free consigned the cold war to history. Those
successes would not have been possible without
a strong, bipartisan commitment to America’s
leadership.

Senator Arthur Vandenberg’s call to unite our
official voice at the water’s edge joined Repub-
licans to Truman’s doctrine. His impact was all
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the more powerful for his own past as an isola-
tionist. But as Vandenberg himself said, Pearl
Harbor ended isolationism for any realist.

Today, it is Vandenberg’s spirit that should
drive our foreign policy and our politics. The
practical determination of Senators Nunn and
Lugar to help Russia reduce its nuclear arsenal
safely and securely, the support from Speaker
Gingrich and Leader Gephardt, from Chairman
Livingston and Representative Obey for aid to
Russia and the Newly Independent States, the
work of Senators Hatfield, Leahy, and McCon-
nell, and Chairman Gilman, and Representative
Hamilton for peace in the Middle East; the
efforts of Senator Warner to restructure our in-
telligence: all these provide strong evidence of
the continuing benefits and vitality of leadership
with bipartisanship.

If we continue to lead abroad and work to-
gether at home, we can take advantage of these
turbulent times. But if we retreat, we risk
squandering all these opportunities and aban-
doning our obligations which others have en-
trusted to us and paid a very dear price to
bring to us in this moment in history.

I know that the choice to go forward in a
lot of these areas is not easy in democracies
at this time. Many of the decisions that Amer-
ica’s leaders have to make are not popular when
they’re made. But imagine the alternative. Imag-
ine, for example, the tariffs and barriers that
would still cripple the world trading system for
years into the future if internationalists coming
together across party lines had not passed GATT
and NAFTA. Imagine what the Persian Gulf
region would look like today if the United States
had not stepped up with its allies to stop Iraqi
aggression. Imagine the ongoing reign of terror
and the flood of refugees at our borders had
we not helped to give democracy a second
chance in Haiti. Imagine the chaos that might
have ensued if we had not moved to help sta-
bilize Mexico’s economy. In each case, there
was substantial and sometimes overwhelming
majority opinion against what needed to be done
at the moment. But because we did it, the world
has a better chance at peace and freedom.

But above all now, I ask you to imagine the
dangers that our children and grandchildren,
even after the cold war is over, still can face
if we do not do everything we can to reduce
the threat of nuclear arms, to curb the terrible
chemical and biological weapons spreading
around the world, to counter the terrorists and
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criminals who would put these weapons into
the service of evil. As Arthur Vandenberg asked
at the dawn of the nuclear age, after a German
V-1 attack had left London in flames and its
people in fear, “How can there be isolation
when men can devise weapons like that?”

President Nixon understood the wisdom of
those words. His life spanned an era of stunning
increases in humankind’s destructive capacity,
from the biplane to ballistic missiles, from mus-
tard gas to mushroom clouds. He knew that
the atomic age could never be won but could
be lost. On any list of his foreign policy accom-
plishments, the giant steps he took toward re-
ducing the nuclear threat must stand among his
greatest achievements.

As President, I have acted on that same im-
perative. Over the past 2 years, the United
States has made real progress in lifting the
threat of nuclear weapons. Now, in 1995, we
face a year of particular decision in this era,
a year in which the United States will pursue
the most ambitious agenda to dismantle and
fight the spread of weapons of mass destruction
since the atom was split.

We know that ours is an enormously complex
and difficult challenge. There is no single policy,
no silver bullet, that will prevent or reverse the
spread of weapons of mass destruction. But we
have no more important task. Arms control
makes us not only safer, it makes us stronger.
It is a source of strength. It is one of the most
effective insurance policies we can write for the
future of our children.

Our administration has focused on two dis-
tinct but closely connected areas, decreasing and
dismantling existing weapons and preventing na-
tions or groups from acquiring weapons of mass
destruction and the means to deliver them.
We've made progress on both fronts.

As the result of an agreement President
Yeltsin and I reached, for the first time in a
generation Russian missiles are not pointed at
our cities or our citizens. We've greatly reduced
the lingering fear of an accidental nuclear
launch. We put into force the START I treaty
with Russia that will eliminate from both our
countries delivery systems that carry more than
9,000 nuclear warheads, each with the capacity
to incinerate a city the size of Atlanta.

START 1, negotiated by two Republican ad-
ministrations and put into force by this Demo-
cratic administration, is the first treaty that re-
quires the nuclear powers actually to reduce
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their strategic arsenal. Both our countries are
dismantling the weapons as fast as we can. And
thanks to a far-reaching verification system, in-
cluding on-site inspections which began in Rus-
sia and the United States today, each of us
knows exactly what the other is doing.

And again, through the far-sighted program
devised by Senators Nunn and Lugar, we are
helping Russia and the other Newly Inde-
pendent States to eliminate nuclear forces and
transport, safeguard, and destroy nuclear weap-
ons and material.

Ironically, some of the changes that have al-
lowed us to reduce the world’s stockpile of nu-
clear weapons have made our nonproliferation
efforts harder. The breakup of the Soviet Union
left nuclear materials dispersed throughout the
Newly Independent States. The potential for
theft of nuclear materials, therefore, increased.
We face the prospect of organized criminals en-
tering the nuclear smuggling business. Add to
this volatile mix the fact that a lump of pluto-
nium the size of a soda can is enough to build
a bomb, and the urgency of the effort to stop
the spread of nuclear materials should be clear
to all of us.

That’s why from our first day in office we
have launched an aggressive, coordinated cam-
paign against international terrorism and nuclear
smuggling. We are cooperating closely with our
allies, working with Russia and the other Newly
Independent States, improving security at nu-
clear facilities, and strengthening multilateral ex-
port controls.

One striking example of our success is Oper-
ation Sapphire, the airlift of nearly 600 kilo-
grams of highly enriched uranium, enough to
make dozens of bombs, from Kazakhstan to the
United States for disposal. We've also secured
agreements with Russia to reduce the uranium
and plutonium available for nuclear weapons,
and were seeking a global treaty banning the
production of fissile material for nuclear weap-
ons.

Our patient, determined diplomacy also suc-
ceeded in convincing Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty and
give up the nuclear weapons left on their terri-
tory when the Soviet Union dissolved. One of
our administration’s top priorities was to assure
that these new countries would become non-
nuclear nations, and now we are also achieving
that goal. Because of these efforts, four potential
suppliers of ballistic missiles, Russia, Ukraine,

China, and South Africa, have all agreed to con-
trol the transfer of these missiles and related
technology.

Pulling back from the nuclear precipice has
allowed us to cut United States defense expendi-
tures for strategic weapons by almost two-thirds,
a savings of about $20 billion a year, savings
which can be shifted to vital needs such as
boosting the readiness of our Armed Forces,
reducing the deficit, putting more police on our
own streets. By spending millions to keep or
take weapons out of the hands of our potential
adversaries, we are saving billions in arms costs
and putting it to better use.

Now, in this year of decision, our ambition
for the future must be even more ambitious.
If our people are to know real lasting security,
we have to redouble our arms control, non-
proliferation, and antiterrorism efforts. We have
to do everything we can to avoid living with
the 21st century version of fallout shelters and
duck-and-cover exercises, to prevent another
World Trade Center tragedy.

In just 4 days we mark the 25th anniversary
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Nothing is more
important to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons than extending the treaty indefinitely
and unconditionally. And that’s why I've asked
the Vice President to lead our delegation to
the NPT conference this April and to work as
hard as we can to make sure we succeed in
getting that indefinite extension.

The NPT is the principal reason why scores
of nations do not now possess nuclear weapons,
why the doomsayers were wrong. One hundred
and seventy-two nations have made NPT the
most widely subscribed arms limitation treaty
in history for one overriding reason: It’s in their
self-interest to do so. Non-nuclear-weapon states
that sign on to the treaty pledge never to ac-
quire them. Nuclear-weapon states vow not to
help others obtain nuclear weapons, to facilitate
the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and to pur-
sue nuclear arms control and disarmament, com-
mitments I strongly reaffirm, along with our de-
termination to attain universal membership in
the treaty.

Failure to extend NPT infinitely could open
the door to a world of nuclear trouble. Pariah
nations with rigid ideologies and expansionist
ambitions would have an easier time acquiring
terrible weapons, and countries that have chosen
to forgo the nuclear option would then rethink
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their position. They would certainly be tempted
to reconsider that decision.

To further demonstrate our commitment to
the goals of the treaty, today I have ordered
that 200 tons of fissile material, enough for
thousands of nuclear weapons, be permanently
withdrawn from the United States nuclear stock-
pile—200 tons of fissile material that will never
again be used to build a nuclear weapon.

A second key goal of ours is ratifying START
II. Once in effect, that treaty will eliminate de-
livery systems from Russian and American arse-
nals that carry more than 5,000 weapons. The
major reductions under START I, together with
START 1II, will enable us to reduce by two-
thirds the number of strategic warheads de-
ployed at the height of the cold war. At my
urging, the Senate has already begun hearings
on START II, and I am encouraged by the
interest of the Senators from both parties in
seeking quick action. I commend the Senate
for the action taken so far, and I urge again
the approval of the treaty as soon as possible.

President Yeltsin and I have already instructed
our experts to begin considering the possibility,
after START 1I is ratified, of additional reduc-
tions and limitations on remaining nuclear
forces. We have a chance to further lift the
nuclear cloud, and we dare not miss it.

To stop the development of new generations
of nuclear weapons, we must also quickly com-
plete negotiations on a comprehensive test ban
treaty. Last month I extended a nuclear testing
moratorium that I put into effect when I took
office. And we revised our negotiating position
to speed the conclusion of the treaty while re-
affirming our determination to maintain a safe
and reliable nuclear stockpile.

We will also continue to work with our allies
to fully implement the agreement we reached
with North Korea, first to freeze, then to dis-
mantle its nuclear program, all under inter-
national monitoring. The critics of this agree-
ment, I believe, are wrong. The deal does stop
North Korea’s nuclear program, and it does
commit Pyongyang to roll it back in the years
to come. I have not heard another alternative
proposal that isn’t either unworkable or fool-
hardy or one that our allies in the Republic
of Korea and Japan, the nations most directly
affected, would fail to support. If North Korea
fulfills its commitment, the Korean Peninsula
and the entire world will clearly be less threat-
ened and more secure.
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The NPT, START II, the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty, the North Korean Agreement, they
top our agenda for the year ahead. There are
other critical tasks we also face if we want to
make every American more secure, including
winning Senate ratification of the Chemical
Weapons Convention, negotiating legally binding
measures to strengthen the Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention, clarifying the ABM Treaty
so as to secure its viability while permitting
highly effective defenses against theater missile
attacks, continuing to support regional arms con-
trol efforts in the Middle East and elsewhere,
and pushing for the ratification of the Conven-
tion on Conventional Weapons which, among
other things, would help us to reduce the suf-
fering caused by the tens of millions of anti-
personnel mines which are plaguing millions of
people all across this world.

My friends, this is a full and challenging agen-
da. There are many obstacles ahead. We cannot
achieve it if we give in to a new isolationism.
But I believe we can do no less than make
every effort to complete it.

Tonight let us remember what President
Nixon told the joint session of Congress when
he returned from his historic trip to Moscow
in 1972. He said, “We have begun to check
the wasteful and dangerous spiral of nuclear
arms. Let us seize the moment so that our chil-
dren and the world’s children can live free of
the fears and free of the hatreds that have been
the lot of mankind through the centuries.”

Now it is within our power to realize the
dream that Richard Nixon described over 20
years ago. We cannot let history record that
our generation of Americans refused to rise to
this challenge, that we withdrew from the world
and abandoned our responsibilities when we
knew better than to do it, that we lacked the
energy, the vision, and the will to carry this
struggle forward, the age-old struggle between
hope and fear.

So let us find inspiration in the great tradition
of Harry Truman and Arthur Vandenberg, a tra-
dition that builds bridges of cooperation, not
walls of isolation; that opens the arms of Ameri-
cans to change instead of throwing up our hands
in despair; that casts aside partisanship and
brings together Republicans and Democrats for
the good of the American people and the world.
That is the tradition that made the most of
this land, won the great battles of this century
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against tyranny, and secured our freedom and
our prosperity.

Above all, let’s not forget that these efforts
begin and end with the American people. Every
time we reduce the threat that has hung over
our heads since the dawn of the nuclear age,
we help to ensure that from the far stretches
of the Aleutians to the tip of the Florida Keys,
the American people are more secure. That is
our most serious task and our most solemn obli-

gation. The challenge of this moment is matched
only by its possibility. So let us do our duty.
Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 9:15 p.m. at the
Mayflower Hotel. In his remarks, he referred to
Tricia Nixon Cox, daughter of former President
Richard Nixon; John Taylor, Director, Richard
Nixon Library and Birthplace; and former Sec-
retary of State Henry Kissinger.

Remarks on Senate Action on the Balanced Budget Amendment

March 2, 1995

Good afternoon. I have a statement I'd like
to make about the vote on the balanced budget
amendment and what happens now. And I look
forward to taking your questions tomorrow.
We're going to have a press conference then,
and so T'll just read the statement now.

The balanced budget amendment has been
defeated because Republicans could not provide
enough Democratic Senators with the simple
guarantee that Social Security would be pro-
tected in any balanced budget amendment pro-
cedures.

Let me begin by simply congratulating the
people on both sides of this issue who argued
with great depth of conviction and sincerity and
people on both sides who want to bring down
the deficit and eliminate unnecessary spending
but who differed on the consequences and the
necessity of using an amendment to the Con-
stitution to do it.

The question we must all face now is, what
happens tomorrow? We all know that there is
no real requirement of a constitutional amend-
ment to reduce unnecessary Government spend-
ing and to reduce the deficit. For 12 years be-
fore I took office, Washington allowed the def-
icit to explode. Organized interests did well, but
the public interest and the future suffered.
Washington, during this entire period, spent too
much time on rhetoric and gimmicks and too
little time making hard, smart, specific budg-
etary decisions.

Then, just 2 years ago, Democrats acting
alone had the courage to pass the largest deficit
reduction package in the history of the United
States, now over $600 billion. Our annual deficit

at that time was about 5 percent of our income.
It has now dropped to just over half that and
is scheduled to go down much lower.

A month ago, we added to that historic deficit
reduction ith a budget that cuts spending, cuts
the deficit even more, and provides for modest
tax cuts to the middle class for education and
childrearing. I am as ready as ever to work
with the Congress to make further reductions
in the deficit. As I have said repeatedly, it must
come in the context of responsible health care
reform because it is only the health care costs
of the country that are going up in our budget.
All other costs are flat or declining,

Now the process of reducing the deficit while
investing in our future must go forward. There
is a legal process for doing just that. In 1993,
though I had never before been a part of Gov-
ernment in Washington, we presented our budg-
et plan only 27 days into our administration.
It has now been 57 days since the Republicans
took control of the Congress. And even though
their leadership has been here many, many
more years, they have still not presented their
budget. We passed the budget resolution for
our plan before the legal deadline of April 15th.
Now they must follow that process as well, tell-
ing the American people how they are going
to keep the promises of their contract on bal-
ancing the budget and paying for their tax cuts
by the legal deadline of April 15th.

When the Republicans do present their budg-
et plan, we will carefully consider it. We owe
them that, and we must. I have shown my com-
mitment to reducing the deficit and to investing
in our future. And I will continue to do that.
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